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claimed, e.i*., a genus when a subgenus is 
claimed. Appellants urge, that in the instant 
case their fjrandparrnt application disclosed a 

i 1 1 -i i i 

characteristics, "narrow molecular weight 
distribution " and that they are now further 
limiting the cl.uu:> as -,h< subgenus wherein 
if ' i H si J 

it ..ii i. 1 , h 

ll \' i f l ' o ' 

this noun's d < i . Ris« I COPA 

i pis, Co !• :a >>4s i- j ■ spo ; 

' L ■, , S I J, 

ipnn it i h< i< I. mi h i ' 

crencis of which the pfrsrniiv daimcd cpoU- 

"'u.Vsn/^'mAHrhii^^r/idrrTv n't 
distribution of icpohmrs therein desi.iibed 

< i< tins U II! > I' nh\ p| U m 

tnenning in I he an. and hence vve are unable 
ie> tell what relationship. If any, exists be- 
tween the grandparent disclosure and the 
presently i tainted ilass of copolymers. There- 
fore, even if the rule appellants extract from 
Risse represents the law, it is inapplicable 

''' We are thus left with the single example 

\hi \h . ih n ' i I 

r! « . n< 1 . . i mr the recited 

other language in she grandparent ypplica- 
ttoit, taken together with the knowledge of 
persons skilled in 'he ait, palms the recite d 
range. According!* . the grandparent applica- 
tion does not. either e\p-cssiy et inherent K, 
disclose the imCiSihon now claimed, and ap- 
pcUi 1^ t i mth t ( t I) , h, 1 the 

tin ii> ' , , i n in tl ,|1 , 
ifutitumidthcu Brsstsh natcui. 

f 2 ! Appellants have raised a further 
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of the statute, is that if "the invention was 
*** described" in the British reference 
within the meaning of * : 02(b;, there must 
have beta: a "description of dsn invention" In 
the corresponding grandparent application 
within the meaning- of the first paragraph of 
s 1 '2 flu, , j nn, p ,r r impt r,oK flu 
law that the description of a single embodi- 
ment of broadly : [aimed subject matter consti- 
tutes a description of the invention tor antici- 
i ion put p s e.g., frs re Ru cetta 4 > 

< i ,j i r < r i-t i spy toi 

11 i i nr tfie same n ' i em , f;: i 
specification might not alone he enough to 
provide a description of that invention for 
purposes of adequate disclosure. See. e.g., in 
re Ah'ibrechi, supra. There are other appar- 
ent anomalies between the requirements (or 
clatni-antieiptiting disclosures and for claim- 
-appoieine disclosures. See, e.§.. in re Haf- 
net. 56 CCPA \A?A. 11b F.Sd i 403, 161 
USPQ 783 {1969; If the law in these situa- 
•tons leads' produtes Inequities, the proper 
remedy is in Congress. 
The decision of the board is affirmed. 
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TRADEMARKS 

1. Evidence — Judicial notice (§67.335) 
Court judicially notices that fabric soften- 
ers are a common household launch v prnd- 



2. Class of goods — Particular cases — - 

Similar (§67.2073) 

Confusion is likely whetc powdered fabric 
stdtene; and massatje cream ate sold under 
identical, arbitrary word-mark. 

3. Identity and similarity — How deter- 

mined — Purchasers and selling 
methods (§67.407!) 



